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Hope.Brian@epamail.epa.gov

FW: State of Wyoming's Petition for Reconsideration of EPA’s Final Rule - Interstate Transport for WY
To: CMS.OEX@epamail.epa.gov

DRF

Print for Ryan

From: Robert Leteff [mailto:robert leteff@wyo.gov]

Sent: Monday, April 03, 2017 5:50 PM

To: Pruitt, Scott <Pruitt. Scott@epa.gov>

Cce: Todd Parfitt <todd parfit@wyo.gov>; Colin McKee <colin.mckee@wyo.gov>; Thomas, Deb <thomas debrah@epa.gov>; Daly, Carl

<Daly Carl@epa.gov>; Nancy Vehr <nancy vehr1 @wyo.gov>; Darla Potter <darla.potter@wyo.gov>; amber.potts@wyo.gov; Elizabeth Morrisseau
<glizabeth. morrisseau@wyo.gov>

Subject: State of Wyoming's Petition for Reconsideration of EPA’s Final Rule - Interstate Transport for WY

Administrator Pruitt,

Please find attached to this email the State of Wyoming's Petition for Reconsideration of EPA’s Final Rule on the Approval and
Disapproval and Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Interstate Transport for Wyoming. The original petition lefter and a
copy of the attachments were sent to the William Jefferson Clinton Building via FedEx overnight mail for delivery tomorrow (April 4,
2017). A copy of the letter and the attachments were also sent via FedEx overnight to EPA’'s Region 8 office in Denver.

Please do not hesitate to contact Wyoming Air Quality Division Administrator Nancy Vehr with any questions, or to direct any legal
questions to our council, Elizabeth Morrisseau, at the Wyoming Attorney General's Office.

Sincerely,

Rob Leteff

Wyoming Department of Environmental Guality - Air Quality Division

State Implementation Planning and Rule Development

(307)y777-7740

robertlelelf@wyo.qoy

E-Mail to and from me, in connection with the transaction
of public business, is subject to the Wyoming Public Records
Act and may be disclosed to third parties,
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Department of Environmental Quality

To protect, conserve and enhance the quality of Wyoming's
environment for the bsnefit of current and future generations.

Todd Parfitt, Director

fatthew H. Mead, Governor

April 4, 2017

Scott Pruitt e n2
Admimstrator 0 ST
[ T .
LS. Bnvironmental Protection Agency AN S
USEPA Headquarters A L
Witham Jefterson Chinton Building ¢4
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue. N W, oo 2
Washington. DC 20460 N
S ; om
Submitted via overnight mail and electronic mail «
Rer Petition for Reconsideration of Final Rule on the Approval and Disapproval and

Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Interstate Transport for Wyoming:
Docket No. EPA-ROS-OAR-2016-0521

Dear Administrator Pruitt

The Wyonung Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division (WDEQ)
hereby petitions the United States Environmental Protection Au:nu\ (EPAY to reconsider the Final
Rule on the Approval and Disapproval (m«l Promulgatton of Air Quality Iimplementation Plans:
Interstate Transport for Wyommg. 82 Fed. Reg. 9142 (Feb. 3, 2017y (Final Rule). Pursuant to
Clean Air Act (C \ A) Section 307(d )(?)(B WDLQ requests that EPA convene a proceeding for
reconsideration of the Disapproval. That would enable the EPA (o hear testimony and receive new
mformation from WDEQ and other partics who submitted comments to the above-referenced

docket.

While WDEQ 1s hopetul that the LPA will grant this request, 1n consideration of the
importance of the Disapproval o the State of Wyoming, WDEQ has contemporancously filed a
petition for review of the Disapproval in the United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit,
Should EPA wish to engage in settlenient negotiations, WDEQ is willing to jointly move the Tenth
Crreutt to stay that hiigation for the duration of settlement discussions.

I. Basis for Petition and Procedural Background

In the above-referenced Disapproval. the EPA disapproved several portions of State
Implementation Plan (State Plan or SIP) revisions submitted by the State of Wyoming to satisfy
the State’s CAA THTO@)(21D)(1) interstate transport requirements. As part of the requirements.
State Plans must contain adequate provisions preventing any emissions activity in one state from
emitting potlutants i amounts that will contribute significantly to nenattainment, or interfere with
maintenance. of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) in another state.
Wyoming's SIP revisions included an infrastructure SIP for the 2008 ozone NAAQS. submitted
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on February 6, 2014. The EPA did not prepose any &ction on Wyoming's 2008 ozone NAAQS
State Plan until November 18. 2016, at whica point if proposed a number of actions. including the
disapproval of SIP prong 2 of CAA subsection 110(a)(2)(D)(i)(1). which addresses interference
with maintenance of the NAAQS in another state.

EPA stated many times that it would not use the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR)
in the West as it has done in the Final Rule. In the interim period between submission and
disapproval, EPA issued a memorandum intended to provide guidance to states when addressing
the CAA’s interstate transport “Good Neighbor™ provision in their State Plans. In the memo. EPA
stated, “CSAPR and its predecessor transport rules, the NOy SIP Call and CAIR, were designed to
address the collective contributions from the 37 states in the Eastern U.S. and were not formally
evaluated for applicability to the 11 states in the Western U.S.™" After EPA issued the guidance.
but before taking action on Wyoming’s plans. EPA issued a notice of data availability (NODA) to
support the upcoming CSAPR update for the 2008 ozone NAAQS. The NODA for the CSAPR
update was published for comment on August 4, 2015, well after the Division submitted the 2008
Ozone Infrastructure SIP. Wyoming commented on the NODA? with the understanding that the
rule applied only to eastern states and that Wyoming would provide additional comments when
the EPA proposed additional SIP requirements for western states.” When the EPA proposed the
CSAPR update on December 3. 2015, the WDEQ commented to that effect once again, because
the proposed and final rules both stated that, “the EPA is not addressing interstate emission
transport in this action for the 11 western contiguous United States.” 81 Fed. Reg. 74525,

WDEQ submitted Wyoming's 2008 ozone NAAQS SIP on February 6, 2014 and EPA had
until August 5, 2015 to act on the submission. Throughout the entire process. WDEQ received no
indication or communication from EPA’s Region 8 office that any deficiencies were present in
any of the interstate transport portions of Wyoming’s State Plan submissions, and it was not until
November 18, 2016, that WDEQ received any official communication that EPA planned to
disapprove prong 2 of Wyoming's 2008 ozone SIP. WDEQ requested, and was subsequently
denied, an extension so that it could provide EPA with additional information.* WDEQ provided
what information it could in a comment letter to the docket by the December 19, 2016, comment
period deadline. In this petition, the Division provides new technical information to support its
original SIP submission. That new information is central to this rulemaking, and because the EPA
did not consider this information when the agency first disapproved Wyoming's SIP submission.
the EPA should now convene a proceeding to formally receive and consider this information.

! See Information on the Interstate Transport "Good Neighbor" Provision for the 2008 Ozone National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) under Clean Air Act (CAA) Section 110(a)(2)(D)(i ). January 22, 2015, p. 4

2 See Docket No, EPA-HQ-0OAR-2015-0500

S WDEQ was also not able to comment at this time on the contribution threshold. The NODA stated. ~In CSAPR.
the EPA used a contribution screening threshold of | percent of the NAAQS to identity upwind states in the eastern
U.S. that may significantly contribute to downwind non*@llyment and’or maintenance problems and which warrant
further analvsis. The EPA will take comment on the ‘appropriate threshold to be applied for purposes of the 2008
ozone NAAQS in the upcoming rulemaki® proposal to a?®€:ss interstate ozone transport for that standard. The
EPA is not proposing or taking comment on this threshold as part of this NODA.™ 80 Fed. R®E. 46277.

* See Docket 1D No. EPA-R08-OAR-2016-0321

b2
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2. Overview of New Information

In the Final Rule, EPA disapproved prong 2 of Wyoming's plan for the 2008 ozone
NAAQS because EPA “linked” Wyoming emissions to projected high ozone levels at a Douglas
County, Colorado receptor. EPA applied the ~“one percent™ threshold used in the CSAPR update,
which was determined using CAM. modeling. The model used “Ozone Source Apportionment
Technology™ (OSAT), “Particulate Source Apportionment Technology”™ (PSAT) and the
“Anthropogenic Precursor Culpability Analysis" (APCA), to determine the contributions from
upwind states to predicted ozone levels. The EPA relies on the ability of OSAT/APCA 1o “tag”
ozone precursor emissions from Wyoming and to distinguish precisely how much of the predicted
ozone at downwind receptors is attributable to Wyoming.

In recent conversations with the EPA staft that conducted the CSAPR transport modeling.
WDEQ inquired about the rehability of the predicted contributions, and if the predicted
contributions could be verified. EPA confirmed that the certainty of the source apportionment
tools cannot be tested, and that back-trajectories are used to determine if the modeled contributions
from an upwind state are plausible. This is very concerning tor Wyoming, because while transport
patterns can reveal if wind flows would even allow precursor emissions from a particular area to
reach a given receptor, it does not prove that OSAT/APCA can predict ozone contributions with
any degree of accuracy. Moreover. one of the source apportionment tools in CAMy, PSAT, was
recently found to produce inconsistent results within the model. which called into question
previous modeling results that were used for PMz s and regional haze SIPs, as well as the CSAPR.
According to the model developer, this inconsistency with PSAT has been corrected within the
model, but it demonstrates the unproven nature of the source apportionment tools. Wyoming has
serious concerns that EPA 1s using an inaccurate assessment tool to predict very small levels of
ozone that in turn “link™ Wyoming emissions to receptors in other states.

Knowing that the primary source of certainty testing for the source apportionment tools is
through back-trajectory analysis, Wyoming conducted its own analysis of back-trajectories for the
10 days with the highest monitored ozone values at the Douglas County, Colorado monitor
(referred to in the disapproval as a receptor) to which Wyoming emissions were “linked” in the
base 2011 CSAPR modeling. Wyoming’s objective was to compare the transport patterns on those
10 days to the model-predicted “contributions™ from Wyoming to determine if the mode! results
were reasonable. Only one of the 10 back-trajectories showed that flows for the previous 24 hours
originated from the direction of Wyoming (see Attachment A). For the other nine back-
trajectories, flows originated from southern Colorado, western Colorado/eastern Utah, states
southwest of Colorado, and the Denver Front Range. WDEQ received additional data from EPA’s
Region 8 office on March 27. 2017 and conducted back-trajectory analyses on the four additional
days for which it did not already conduct analyses (See Attachment A Supplements 1 and 2). In
all, WDEQ's back-trajectory analyses show flows from only three of the eight modeled days (6/22,
7/5, and 8/10) and only one ot the highest monitored days in 2011 (6/22).

WDEQ recently became aware of source apportionment modeling conducted by Ramboll
Environ and Alpine Geophysics on behalf of the Denver Regional Air Quality Council (RAQC)
and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) Air Pollution Control

lad

ED_001512_00010139-00005



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Wvoming DEQ Air Quahty Division

Petition for Reconsideration

April 4,2017

Division (APCD) (Attachment B).*  The modeling was conducted using the same CAM; software
used in EPA’s CSAPR modeling with data from the Intermountain West Data Warehouse. The
analysis showed that for the same site, on the same day, total 2017 MDAS O; (highest daily
maximum 8 hour average for ozone) was different between the types of analyses (Local Source
Analysis versus Transport Analysis) likely due to the differences in grid resolution. This
discrepancy alone is reason enough for EPA to reconsider Wyoming’s 2008 ozone SIP submission.

Additional information has become available since the CSAPR Update and the disapproval
of Wyoming’s ozone SIP for which the CAM\ modeling does not account. The peer-reviewed
journal Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics published an article dated March 1, 2017, which
observed that ozone concentrations at some sites in the western U.S. are increasing despite
stringent emissions controls.® The article concludes that an increase of Asian anthropogenic
emissions has increased by 1-2 ppb yr'! since 1990 and is a major driver of both spring and summer
background ozone in the western U.S., contributing up to 65% of springtime background ozone.
The article specifically references the Denver metropolitan area and notes that “the 4th highest
MDAS8 Oj in the Denver metropolitan area shows little change over the past decades, despite
significant reductions in NOx...and CO emissions.™

EPA has also taken action on a petition, dated December 9, 2013, since its disapproval of
prong 2 of Wyoming’s 2008 ozone SIP. In the action, EPA stated that, “[o]zone levels across the
nation are expected to further decline over the next several years due to emissions controls already
in place. The EPA’s emissions projections in support of the 2015 ozone NAAQS modeling show
declining emissions of NOyx and VOCs between 2017 and 2025." 82 Fed. Reg. 6520. In light of
this information, it seems premature for the EPA to disapprove prong 2 of Wyoming’s State Plan
for ozone.

WDEQ also submitted numerous exceptional event packages to EPA between 2011 and
2014, and EPA responded in a letter received by WDEQ on April 28, 2016 that:

A preliminary review of the demonstrations submitted indicates that the flagged
PM and ozone data may have been influenced by exceptional events: however. at
this time the EPA will not take action on WDEQ's request for concurrence on the
referenced data flags. The data are not anticipated to be involved in any pending
regulatory decision by the EPA. therefore, the EPA is not making a concurrence
decision on the demonstrations submitted. If ar some point in the future the flagged
data would be included in an attainment demonstration or involved in other
regulatory decisions, the EPA would then undertake a full review of the submitted
demonstrations to allow a concurrence decision at that time." (emphasis added).

Yet all of those flagged data were used in the EPA’s regulatory decision to disapprove
Wyoming's ozone transport State Plan submission. 82 Fed. Reg. 9151. WDEQ asks that EPA

5 Denver Metro/North Front Range 2017 Ozone Source Apportionment Modeling. Retrieved from

hitp vibe cirpcolostae= S | wiki U132 February 21, 2017 and March 16, 2017,

® M. Lin et al. “US surface ozone trends and extremes from 1980 to 2014 Armospheric Chemisiry and Phvsics.
March 1. 2017, p. 2964

7 Ibid. p. 2960

ED_001512_00010139-00006



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Wermang DEO Adr Quality Division

Petition for Reconssderation

Apntd 2017

concur on Wyonnng's decisions to tlag the data as intluenced by exceptional events. remove the
flagged data, and then use the new data set to reconsider the Final Rule. WDEQ also requests
that EPA review Colorado receptor data for any possible concurrent exceptional events, such as
wildtires. on certam dates and WDEQ would also hike an opportunity to review that data. Fven
though a state chooses not to submut an exceptional event package it does not mean data was not
mipacted by an exceptional event or events, Any day impacted by an exceptional event should
be Hageed as such whethier or not that event was included in an ofticial submission,

3. Docket Comments Supported Allowing Wyoming to Submit More Information

WDEQ'S request for additional time to submit more imformation was not unreasonable.
bvery other comment to the docket supporting Wyoming’s underiving State Plan submission
requested that the EPA grant WDEQ additional time to submit additional information.  (Sec
Attachment ). The EPA chose not to give WDEQ more time based on a then-unsigned consent
decree with the Sterra Club. That decision flies iy the face of cooperative federalism because, in
essence., the BPA determined that a4 citizen group’s conventence during litigation was more
important than a sovereign state’s right to fully participate in its own State Plan development

Process

[appreciate the time that vou have taken to consider WDEQ's request. Although WDEQ
1s hopeful that the EPA will convene a proceeding tor reconsideration, WDEQ will also be filing
a petition tor review mn the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals woday. Please feel free to contact me
with any questions at (307) 777-3746. Please dircet questions that are legal in nature to my counsel
at the Wyoming Attorney General’s Otfice, Flizabeth Morrisseau. at (307) 777-6199,

Stneerely.

L
Nancy b
Atr Quality Division Adnnnistrator

CCo Tedd Parfitt, Wyoming Department of Environmental Qualitv, Director
Colin McKee. Wyoming Governor's Othice, Policy Advisor
Deb Thomas, EPA Region 8 Acting Admimistrator
Carl Daly, EPA Region 8. Air Program Director

[

ED_001512_00010139-00007



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Attachment A

HYSPLIT Analyses of Parcel Trajectory for High Ozone Days in 2011
at the Douglas County, CO Monitoring Station

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Division
March 7, 2017

I Introduction

On February 3. 2017, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published a final rule. “Approval and
Disapproval of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Interstate Transport for Wyoming,™ in the Federal
Register (FR Vol. 82, No. 22). In this rule. among other actions, the EPA disapproved the portion of the
State of Wyoming’s State Implementation Plan (SIP) addressing prong 2 of the interstate transport
requirements for the 2008 ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). This disapproval
hinged on a finding in an EPA modeled ozone transport assessment which found that Wyoming is
projected to contribute 1.18 ppb of ozone to a maintenance receptor in the Denver, Colorado area in 2017.

This analysis serves as a supplement to the State of Wyoming's SIP submittal. providing additional
evidence to support Wyoming's original claim that Wyoming is not expected to significantly contribute to
Colorado’s attainment of the 2008 NAAQS. The analysis includes additional information to support
Wyoming's stance, including HYSPLIT and smoke analyses, as well as referencing modeling results

which contradict the EPA’s findings.

The maintenance monitor identified by the EPA as being influenced by emissions from Wyoming in 2017

is identified in Table 1, below.

Site Name Dougles County |
AQS Site ID 08-035-0004
Monitor Type SLAMS
| PQAO CDPHE ____ |
LAULUge | 39, IIH4G6 ]
Longitude | -105.070358 !
Attatenvnt Stages | Nonaiaininent

e g O e TR
Table 1. oue wetails

The EPA’s modeling analysis projected the maintenance status of monitors based on the 10 days with the
highest maximum 8-hour average ozone values in the base year of 2011. The top 10 days for the Douglas

County monitor and the associated maximum 8-hour average ozone value are identified in Table 2.

below.
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®

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 2001 HYSPLIT Analysis
Air Quality Division ) March 2017

June 24,2011

June 7, 2011 16:00 C O -0084¢
August 13, 2011 12:00 0.084
August 12,2011 13:00 0.082
August 20, 2011 11:00 0.081
August 27,2011 10:00 0.08

July 18, 2011 13:00 0.079

July 30,2011 16:00 0.078

June 22,2011 11:00 0.076

July 9, 2011 09:00 0.075

Table 2. Top 10 201 1 Max 8-hr Ozone Days
*This value was flagged in AQS by the agency.

In analyzing these days it was noted that the June 7, 2011 value was identified as being associated with an
exceptional event by the monitoring agency, the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE). The comment provided in AQS about the June 7, 2011 event (from the hours of 07:00-21:00)
is as follows:

“The passage of u strong low pressure system crealed a fold in the tropopause. Associated stratospheric
air in the troposphere and deep mixing resulted in siratospheric ozone being pulled down to ground level
along the Colorado Front Range and mowntain regions. The affected hourly concentrations are those

flagged as “ro” in the AQS database. This meteorological Condition is not controllable.”

L HYSPLIT and Smoke Tmpact Analysis

HYSPLIT (Hybrid Single Particle Lagrangian Integrated Trajectory) Model Analyses gencrate wind
trajectories up to forty-eight (48) hours prior to (backwards trajectory) or afler (forwards trajectory) a
chiosen start date of interest. A backwards trajectory is a valuable indicator of what could-affecta
stationary location such as a city or menitoring station.” A forwards trajectory is beneficial to view
possible dispersion from an emission source. .

in order to assess the potential impacts of Wyoming emissions on the Douglas County monitor, backward
trajeciories were run_for each of the 10 highest ozone days in 201 1. Trajectory data in this analysis were
sourced from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Air Resource Laboratory
(ARL) website, here: hitp://www.arl.noaa.gov/HYSPLIT info.php'. The National Centers for
Environmental Protection’s (NCEP) Global Data Assimilation System (GDAS) meteorological data set

' Stetn, AF.. Draxier, R.R, Rolph, G.[., Swnder, 8.J.8,, Cohen; M.D., and Ngan, F., (2015). NOAA’s HYSPLIT
atmospheric transport and dispersion modeling system. Bull: Amer. Meteor. Soc., 96, 2059-
2077, hitp://dx.doiorg/10. 1175/BAMS-D-14:00110.1

ED_001512_00010139-00009
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Wyoaming Department of Environmental Quality 2011 HYSPLIT Analysis
Alr Oality Diviston March 2017

using a 0.5 degree resolution was used for these analyses. The model vertical velocity option was
selected for vertical motion. These odeled trajectories are displayed in Figures 1-10, below,

Fire and smoke inipacts were also assessed for the 10 highest ozone days in 201 1. Fire and smoke data
were obtained from NOAA 's ARL website. here: hitp://www.ready noaa gov/sioke_verifyvhims.php’.

Where smoke impacts were present in the map domain on a given day, those layers were included in
Figures 1-10. Fire and smoke data displayed are for the high ozone day, rather than the day before.

June 24, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Figure 1 HYSBPLIT Run for June 24, 2011

4 N(L)AA 2017 Meteorolopal archive data sparining June 2011 10 August 2011 Dowaloaded Trom ARL Wwebsit,
phe Accessed March 2017,

3.

ED_001512_00010139-00010




EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Air Quality Division ) March 2017

June 7, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Wyoming Department of Lnvironmental Quality 201 P HYSPLIT Analysis
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Figure 2. HYSPLIT Run for June 7, 2014
August 13, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Wyoming Departiment of Environmental Quality / 2011 HYSPLIT Analysis
Adr Quality Division March 2017

August 12, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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August 20, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 201 1 HYSPLIT Analysis
Air Quality Division March 2017

August 27, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Figure 6. HYSPLIT Run for Aupuss 27, 2011
July 18, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
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2011 HYSPLIT Analysis
March 2017
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Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 201 LEIYSPLIT Analysis
Air-Quality Division March 2017

July 9. 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Figure 10. HYSPLIT Run for July 9, 2011

ED_001512_00010139-00015



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Attachment A Supplement 1

Supplement to HYSPLIT Analysis of Parcel Trajectory for High Ozone Days in
2011 at the Douglas County, CO Monitoring Station

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
Abr Qualiny Division
Muarch 30,2017

In addition 1o the HYSPLIT analvses performed to characterize parcel movement on monitored high
ozone davs in 2011 at the Douglas County, Colorado monitor. the Atr Quality Division (AQD) performed
additional HYSPLIT runs for the modeled high days that were used in the Unvironmental Protection
Agency's (EPA) determination of Wyoming's contributions in 2017, Four (4) of the days included in the
AQD's March 7, 2017 analysis were among the eight (8) davs used by the EPA to caleulate ozone
contribution {from Wyoming to the Douglas County receptor. These four davs are August 200 August 13
August 12, and June 22

Ihe additional four (4) days included in the EPA caleulations are July 4, July 5. June 9. and August 10,
HYSPLIT analyses for these days in 2011 are presented in Figures -4, below. Aswith the AQD s
March 7, 2017 analvsis, trajectory data were sourced from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration’s (NOAA Air Resource Laboratory (ARL)Y website, here:

BUp W
(NCEP) Global Data Assinifation fx}:su.m {GDAS) meteorological data set usmig a 0.5 degree resolution

poaa.cov HYSPLEL intoophp!. The National Centers for Environmental Protection’s
was used for these analvses.  The model vertical velocity option was sefected for vertical motion,
Fire and smoke impacts were also assessed for the additional four madeled ngh ozone davs Fire and

smmoke data were obtained from NOAA s ARL website, here:
BrpAoea s reah noangov/amoke veriivhimephip’. Where smoke impacts swere present in the map

domain on a given day., those layers were included in Figares -4 Fire and smoke data displayed are for
the high modeled ozone day. rather than the day before.

Hecause no start hour data were provided by the EPA for their modeled MDAS concentrations on the high
madeled uzone davs, all trajectories were run backwards trom 1100 AM on the day in guestion. 11:00 15
the average of the start times for the high MDAS concentrations on the top 10 high monitored ozone days
in 2011

CStein AF DPraxder, R R, Relph, G0, Swunder. BB Cohen MO and Nean, FLQQ0150 NOAAS Y SPLIT
atmospheric transport and dispersion modeling system, Bull, Amer. Meteor. Soc., 86, 2059

2077, hrp s dacdonore T TTZEBANS D 14001 10

SNOAAL 2017, Mcuom?ogicar archive data spanning June 2011 10 August 2011 Downloaded from ARL website,
g www gl noas 2017
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Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality Supplement to 2011 HYSPLIT Analysis
Air Quality Division March 2017

July 4, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Figure 3. HYSPLIT Run for July 4, 2011

July 5, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Figure 2. HYSPLIT Run for July 5, 2011
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Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality Supplement to 2011 HYSPLIT Analysié
March 2017

Air Quality Division

June 9, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Figure 3. HYSPLIT Run for June 9. 2011

August 10, 2011 HYSPLIT Backward Trajectory
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Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality Suppltement to 2011 HYSPLIT Analysis
Air Quality Division March 2017

As can be seen in Figures 1-4 above, the only high modeled ozone days where irajectories passed through
Wyoming were July 5, 2011 and August 10, 2011, Figure 2. showing the July 5, 2011 trajectory. also
shows significant smoke impacts directly adjacent to the Douglas County monitor which would be
expected to have a greater impact on the ozone value at this site than emissions from Wyoming and likely
had a confounding effect on model performance. Figure 4 shows that on August 10, 2011 only the 250
meter trajectory passed through a small section of southeast Wyoming.

ED_001512_00010139-00019



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4

Attachment A Supplement 2

Calculation of 2017 Contribution from Wyoming to Denver

EPA performed nationwide air quality modeling to support the CSAPR Update which
was finalized on September 7, 2016. As described in the Air Quality Modeling Technical
Support Document (AQMTSD) for this rule, air quality modeling was used to identify
monitoring sites that are projected to be nonattainment and/or maintenance receptors for the
2008 NAAQS in 2017. The modeling was also used, in part, to quantify the contributions from
projected 2017 anthropogenic emissions in each state, individually, to 2017 average design
values at each receptor site. The modeling-based daily 8-hour contributions were used to
calculate an average contribution metric. as documented in the AQMTSD. The results of this
modeling identified that projected 2017 anthropogenic emissions in Wyoming contribute 1.18
ppb to the 2017 average design value at a maintenance receptor site in Douglas County,
Colorado.

The AQMTSD, Table 4-1 provides an example of the calculation ot the average
contribution metric. Below we provide a table containing the data used to calculate this metric
for Wyoming's contribution to the Douglas County receptor. The table includes (1) the 2017
model-predicted maximum daily average 8-hour (MDARB) ozone concentrations for this site on
those days with modeled ozone exceedances in 2017 (i.e., MDAS values > 76 ppb), (2) the daily
8-hour average contributions from Wyoming corresponding to the time of the MDAS
concentration, and (3) the “pseudo” concentration which is the difference between modeled
MDAS concentration and the contribution from Wyoming. The data in the table are rank-ordered
based on the MDAS ozone concentrations on these days. The 2017 average design value for the
Douglas County site is 75.5 ppb. Using the data in table below, the Relative Contribution Factor
(RCF) for Wyoming to this site is:

(79.700 — 78.446) / 79.700 = 0.01573
The contribution metric value for Wyoming is calculated as:

75.5x 0.01573 = 1.1876 which is truncated to [.18 ppb

lof 2
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Data for Calculating Ozone Contribution from Wyoming to the

Douglas County Receptor (units are ppb).

2017 Predicted | Contributions "Pseudo”
MDAE O3 from WY [8-Hr O3 for WY
Month | Day (ppb) (ppb) (ppb)
8 20 83.729 0.695 83.034
8 13 82.590 1.732 80,858
7 4 80.980 0.651 80.329
7 5 79.785 3.949 75.836
6 9 78.356 0.136 78.220
8 10 78.015 0.242 77.773
8 12 77.522 1.065 76.457
6 22 76.630 1.565 75.065
Mult-Day
Average => 79.700 - 78.446
RCF => 0.01573 -
2017 Average o
Design Value is Contribution => 11876 -
75.5 ppb Truncated
Contribution => 118 -
2of2
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Attachment B

Denver Metro/North Front Range 2017 Ozone Source Apportionment
NModeling

Abstract

The Denver Metro/North Front Range Moderate Area Ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP) included 2017 ozone attainment demonstration modeling for the 2008 0.075 ppm
ozone NAAGS. The attainment demonstration modeling used a 2011 CaMx medeling platform that was based on the Western Air Quality Study (WARS) CAMX 201ib database
available through the Intermountain West Data Warehouse (twDW (http://views.cira.colostate edu/ftsdw/) ). additional modeling was performed to look ahead to the new
2015 0.070 ppim ozone NAARS. Two types of 2017 ozone source apportionment modeling were conducted: (1) Local Source Analysis that analyzed ozone contributions from
different source sectors within Colorado; and (2) Transport Analysis that analyzed ozone contributions due to emissions {rom western states. The ozone source
apportionment (Sa) modeling results can be visualized using a web-based SA Vis Tool that is discussed in this wiki. The Denver ozone SIP modeling was conducted by
Ramboll Environ (http//www ramboll-environ.com/})  and alpine Geophysics (http://www.alpinegeophysics.com/)  under contract to the Denver Regional Air Quality
Council (RAQC (http:/fraqc.org/) ) along with the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) Air Pollution Control Division {APCD
(https:/fwww.colorado.gov/pacific/cdphe/apcd) ).

Local Source Analysis SA Vis Tool (http://vibe.cira.colostate edu/WAQS_SA_CO)

Transport analysis SA Vis Tool (http://vibe.cira.colostate.edu/WAQS_SA_DENVER)

Overview

The Denver 2017 ozone source apportionment (SA) modeling was conducted using the Comprehensive Air-quality Model with extensions (CAMx (http://www camx.com/} )
photochemical grid model {PGM) Anthropogenic Precursor Culpability Assessment (APCA) version of the Ozone Source Apportionment Technology (0SAT). Two types of
Denver 2017 ozone SA modeling were conducted following the procedures in the March 21, 2016 SA Modeling Plan {/wiki/attachments/Source
Apportionment/Denver/Denver_SA_Plan_2016-03-21.pdf): (1) Local Source Analysis; and (2) Transport Analysis. As described in more detail below, the Local Source Analysis
ozone SA modeling calculated the 2017 ozone contributions resulting from different source sectors in Colorado. The Transport Analysis calculated ozone contributions due to
anthropogenic emissions from western states as well as eastern U.S,, Mexico, Canada, offshore and Boundary Conditions {BCs) around the CONUS modeling domain {i.e.,
contributions due to international transport and stratospheric ozone). The Denver ozone modeling used three domains as shown in Figure I {i) a Continental U.5. (CONUS)
domain at 36 km grid resolution; (i) a western U.S. (WESTUS) domain at 12 km grid resolution; and (1it) a Colorado domain at 4 km grid resolution, The Local Source
analysis ozone SA inodeling was run on just the Colorado 4 km dornain using boundary conditions (BCs) extracted from the 2017 CAMx 36/12 ki CONS/WESTUS domain
simulation. The Transport Analysis ozone SA run was run on the 36/12 km CONUS/WESTUS domains using BCs for the CONUS domain from the MOZART

{https://www2 acom.ucar.edu/gcm/mozart)  Global Chewnistry Model (GCM). A description of the CAMx OSAT/APCA ozoue source apportionment tool is provided in Chapter
7 of the CaMx User’s Guide (http://www.camx.com/files/camxusersguide _v6-30.pdf)

The Denver 2011 CAMx modeling platform was based on the CAME 2011b 36/12/4 km modeling platform developed by the Western Air Quality Study (waQ$) and available on
the intermountain West Data Warehouse (IWDW {(http://views.cira.colostate.edu/tsdw/} ). Details on the development of the WAQS CAMx 2011b modeling platiorm,
including meteorological modeling and mode! performance evaluation (MPE), emissions modeling and the CAMx base case modeling, are available in reports
(http:/views.cira.colostate.edu/tsdw/Documents/?file=wags_Basellb_MPE _Draft_2Jan2016.doc) on the IWDW. The Depver vzone modeling adopted the WAQS 36 km
CONUS and 12 kin WESTUS domains, but redelined the 4 km domain to focus on Colorado (Figures 1 and 2). The meteorological inputs for the Denver CaAMx database used the
same WAQS WRF 2011 36/12/4 kmy simulation output, but they were re-processed using the latest WRFCAMYX processor (WRFCAMX va.4 released April 2016). For the Denver
CamMix 36/12 km domains, emissions from version 2 of the 2011 National Emissions luventory (NEI {https:/fwww.epa.gov/air-emissions-inventories/201i-national-emissions-
inventory-nei-data) ) were used. For the 4 km Colorado domain, emissions were provided by the CDPHE/APCD. On-road mobile source emissions were based on the
MOVES2014 on-road mobile source emissions model. For the Denver ozone Nonattainment Area (NAA), detailed link-based activity data were used based on Traffic Demand
Model (TDM) output. More details on the Denver ozone SIP modeling database are provided in the Modeling Protoco! (fwiki/attachments/Source
apportionment/Denver/Model_Protocol_Denver_RARC_2017SiPv4.pdf), 2011 base case and model performance evaluation report {fwiki/attachments/Source
Apportionment/Denver/Denver_2017SIP_MPE_Finalvipdf) and 2017 ozone projection modeling report {fwiki/Attachments/Source
Apportionment/Denver/Denver_201781P_2017attainDemo_Finalvi.pdf),

hitp/ivibe cira.colostate. eduiwikiiwiki/9132/denver-metr onor th-front-r ange- 2017- ozone- source-apportionment- modeling 18
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Riat v Denver Metro/North Front Range 2017 Ozone Source Apparlionmment Modehing

Legend

; § 4xm Domain
[ ] 12xmpomain
C:} 38am Doman

Piguse 1. Denver 36 km CONUS, 12 lan WESTUS and 4 km Colorado CAMx modeling domains.

Denver 2017 Local Source Analysis Ozone Source Apportionment
Modeling

The Local Source Analysis Sdone source apportionment modeling was conducted using the Denver 20170 CAMX maodeling database for the Colorado 4 knvdomain and the
Maysaugust 201 rnodeling period. Boundary Conditions (BCs) for-the Colorade ¢ km domain were hased pn the CAMX 20170 36/12 ki CONUS/WESTUS simuiation. The
Colorado & ki modeling domain 1s:shown in Figure 2. The Andhropogenic Frecarsor Culpability Assessment {apcal) version of the CAMx Gzone Souirce Apportionment
‘technology (OSAT) was used. CAMx version v6.3 (released April 2016) was used in the Denver azone 54 miodeling that has several updates Lo CAMx v ] [released april 2014)
used 1 the wagS misdeling Oné important update of CAMX V6.3 is the new DSAT/APCA source apportionment algorithins that track reactive nitrogen-and odd oxygen
theough the chermical species: miere details on the differances on the 0SAT/APCA formnulations are given in Section 7.Vof the CAMx v6.3 user's guide

{hitp fwww camn.com/iles/camuusersguide v6-30.pdh)

mp:flvibe.cira.colmtate.mmskimmilmwdemer»metrmtmrora*:ange-mi T-orone-source-spporionment-modeling 28
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T Dieswer Metro/North Front Renge 2017 Ozong Source Apportionmednt Mexdeling

-
ol -

. -

i “»\“rwwwuwm .

Bog
o

Figure 2. Deniver 4 lon Colorado modeling dormaln with ozone monitors that were operating during some portion of 2011
LoralSource Aualvsis Soukce ADUoTHOnInes Graups

The Denver 017 Local Source snalysis source apportionment modeling was conlizured to oblain ceone contributions fron 4 Source Regions and 7 Sourre Categories.
Separite ogone tontributions were dbtatned for each Souree Group that were defined as the intersection between the Siuece Regions and Spuprce Cateppries, The Debver 2017
Local Seurce Analysis arone sourte appartoniment modebing vsed the following £ Sotroe Regipns and 7 Source Categories;

Soutce Repions (Rivnre J1s)

o -5 conntes iat are inclided 4y the DVA/NER NAR (See Eigure 4)%
o Wastern Golnrado;
e+ CEastern Colorado: and
= “Sligdes ol Surrounding Stares
Sunice Rategorigs ()
s Waniral Emissions (Blogenic All Fires and Lightoing 0%}
e Oiland Gag Emissions:
= Or-Road Mobile:
o “Non-Ruad Mobile:
= PG Point:
& Nan-EGY Poing; and
o Rerpainder Anthropogenic.

swith 4 Seairce Regions and 7 Source Categories, and the need (o dhwaysinchade inital concentrations {10} and doundary Conditions (BUs asthelr-owen separate Soutre
Gieoizps, that results in o totabef 30 Source Graups forwhich separate oyone source contributions were oblained. The Western and Eastern Uplorade source Reglons were
defined ag west and east ol the Detiver Metro/MERNAR as showi-in Flgure 3. The use of separate Western and Eastern Colorade Source Regions will atlow a botter
identification of the contributing sources. For example, the analysiv sepatates the contrtbutions from oil and gas einissions from the Denwver-Julesburg Basin {east) versus
the Piceance Basin (west), The CAMx 20170 4 km Local analysis Source apportionment was cenducted for May Lthirough August 31 pediod vsing the 20004 Kny WRE
meteorology and 2009¢ base year pinission inventory. Figure 4 displays the Denver (MelrofNER veone Nas with Todations ol trone monifocing sites where the results were
analyzred. "

hillp b ciraucolostale. eduwikibviki/9 1 32/ dervec-melrononth- ronkanpes 201 7 ozong-source-appartionment-mageting V8
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R0 Denver Metro/North Eront Range 2017 Ozone Source Apportionment Modeling

Legend
&:? Denver MBA (sromapf = 1)
w Eastern Colorado (sromapk = 2)
w Western Colorado (sromepg = 3}
4 Other{sremaps = 4}

D Deniver 4k Domgin

gigure 3. Denver Local Source Analysis Source Reglons,

ntlp://vibe.céfa.cdostate.adxiw&ki!wikimSﬂdema-mevdmtytrom- range-2017-0zone-source-appor lionment-modeling 48
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JIE2017 Derwer MetroNoth Froit Range 2017 Ozone Saurce Apportionment Modeling

2011 Ozone Moniionng Siles

CASTNET Buse
s A0 Sies

HE Counling

A A A NS A A S

oA

Figure & Nine county Denver Metro/NER ozone NAK and locations of szone monitoring sites operating In 201 (whole counties depicted, actual NAA exchudes the northern
portions of Lasither and Weld Countles),

Local Source Analvsis Ozene Source apportionment Madeling Resulis

The CAMY 2017 4 Kin Local Source Analysisazone source apportionment modeling results were sumnmarized in a PowerPoint Presentation (PPT (fwiki/pages/new?
titlesentern 20uri% 200 0% 20page% 20naine)). The tzone contributions of eack Saurce Group to the maximunidaily s-hour average (MDAS) ozone roncentrat ions ateach
raonitoring site within the Denver Metro/NER NAA 2nd vicinity for sach day of the modeling period were extracted and loaded into & web-based source apportionment
visualization tool (SA Vis Tool) that can be accessed bere: Local Source Analysis 84 Vis Tool {hiipfpnbecira colostate edufWags “SA <O}

The $A Vis Tool generates pie charts of 2017 ozone contributions by Source Region, Source Category orboth {i.2. Sourde Groups) for monitering siteS within the Colorado 4 kin
modeling dowmain. The use of the SA vis Toolinvolves the following:

s selgction of whether ozone $A visualization is for monitors from the AQS or CASTNet monitoring networks.

. Selettion of the monilor where data is reguested. This feguest can be made by selecting the mionttor from drop down menus for State. County and Siteorby using the
map and selecting the monilor lagation.,

+ Seleelthe day where results are desited. The day canbe selected from atop five ozone day Hst for that monitor, froma drop down meny of ranked ozone days from
high to low during the May-Sep modeling period er-from a calendar. Note that multiple days canalse be selected and the 54 Tool wilt visualize the average
rontribunon across those davs.

= The SAvis Tool wall then visualize themod 2017 MDAR ozonie valve for the selected nionitoring site 'and day:

. The top bar in the plot will Tist the madeled 2017 8048 ozone forthe selected sitefday(s), the amount the ezone is dueto 8Os around the 4 lon Codorads domain
(BC-4kin) and the amount of the rest of the ozone (Non=BCk o Tnitially: the upper piechart will be the Non-BC avone contributions by Source Regions:

o 1nitially, the lower piechart will be the Non-BC ozene contributions by Seurce Categories;

5 gkt 1o the lower pie chart will be a 10-day time series centered on the day in question that shows total MBAR ozone and ozone due to BC -4k

2 The monitoring site or day can be changed using drop down menusin the top feft. The day tancalso be changed by clicking on the MDAS stonefor a new dayn
the time series chart.

»: The Region/Category pie chartstan be switched.

o licking on ané of the ple'slices In the tp pie chiart provides more information inthe bottom pie chartabour that shice.

Figure 5 displays an example from the Locat Source Analysis SA Vis Tool for the Chatfield monitoring site i Douglas County, Colorado based on August 26, 2011 meteorology.
Tha 1otal modeled 2017 MOAS pzone is 74 2 of which 56.2 pib (76%) 18 due o thie BC-4km and the remaining 18.0 ppb (24%) non-8C portion ts duetoemnsions in the Colorado
4 ke domain, The pie chiatts show the contributions from the non=BL portion of the ozone with the pereent numbers with the pie slices displaying the percent of total
Gzone fi.e., with the 8O-k contribution). For Flgure 5, ofone from the Detver Metro/NER NaA contributes 20.3% af the total ozons 5o since the non-BC portion of the ozone
15724% thie NAS ple stice takes up 84% o the non-BC ple chart 1n the lower Source Category ple chart the slice size is the Iraction of the non-BC portionwhile the percent
contributions are the contribution 1o 'the tetal zone. The key to thédelinitions of the Local Source ozone 34 modeling Source Contributions are as followy:

+ NAT = Natural Emissions{Biogenic, Lightning MOx and Fires)
= G4 = 0 and Gay Emissions :
s OR = Dn-Road Mobile Source Emnissions

niip#ivibe cira colostate eduwikiiwiki/91 32/denver-metr onosth-frord: range-2017- ozone- sour ce-apportionment-modeling 58
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w7 . Berwer Melro/Norih Front Range 2017 Ozone Source Appostiorsnert Modiling

* NR = Non-Road Mohile Source Enussions

* EGU = Blectnical Generating Units Point Source Eraissions
# nEGY = Non-EGU Point Source Emissions

* REM = Remainder anthropogenic Emissions {Area Sources)

Western ot - 28% o

Remainder of Sdm Doman . 88%
Eastern Colorado 03 %0

B Denver NAA 20,0 %

# Eastem Colorado - 0.3 %

o Rematnger ol d4m Doman - 0.8 %
8 Western Colade - 25 %

 Deneei AR L203%

S Days B NAT - 09% B OG-10% B OR94%
| NRE-30% B EGU-20% B nEGU-22%
£ Mogel ‘& Boundary Condsisn B REM-19%

2% W22 -B23 Um0 RS BIG. BT R B

Pigure 5. Example Local Source 54 Vis Tool display for Chatfleld (Douglas County, Colorado) on August 26, m}ﬁ Ehat!xss total modeled 20Y7 MDAR ozone of 76.2 with 582 oob
fue 1o BU~4kim and 18.0 ppb due to non-BC (Colorade seurces), ple chart slice sizes are contributions to ion-BC szone and percentages are contributions to total MDAS o7one,

Transport Analysis Ozone Source Apportionment Modeling

The Denver 2017 ozone soutce apportionment Transport Analysis ran the CAMX V6.3 APCA ozenie source apportionment tool using a fully linked two-way nested 36/32 km
2017 modeling platform (see Figure 1). The ozune Transport Analysis was used to obtain the contributions of anthropogenic emissions from each western state and the
portions of Mexico and Canada within the 36 ke CONUS domain (Figure 1) toozong concentrations in the Denver Metro/NFR NAA and oiber locations in the western US. The
ozone Transport Analysis also obtainied the ozone contributibns due to natural emissions within the CONUS domain as well as the Boundary Conditions (BCsyarcundthe 38
kin CONUS domain {from the MOZART GCMY); the BC contributions include ozone inflisences froin bintermational sotrces, global natural sources and stratospheric ozone,
Transport Analysis Source Apportionment Groups The dzone Transport Analysis used the lollowing Source Region and Catepory definitions:

Source Regions (20

® 17 Wesfern Stales {see Figure 6}; )
* Eastern US;

= Miexico (Mex);

* Canada(Can) and

= Offshore Shipping {055 that also included offshore ORG development.

" - . 5

hipvibe.cira colostate eduwiiwikiD12/denver-metronorth-front-range- 2017-azone-source- apportionmend-modeling &8
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Denver Matraodth T ront Range 2017 Gzone Sourcs Agporbonment Modeling

1

~ed

W

s onatuead Emdssons (Baonte, Al Foo and Lishtog RO, aud

¢ Anthronogenis Frnssions

v st B
2 Narh B

s Aanth BO A

St 71 Reurce Repinns, Limes 2 Source Catesariss, plux 6 stratifications of OB, that reatts In separate ozone source appeitivnment contibulions for 48 sov v Groeps
7 ¢ S §

" - o

H - o ‘
.

g

i
£330 8

et

24

" i - \‘L\
BERT RN 20 { )
E Lﬁ\ x‘"ﬂ/{/ 2% }‘"‘
[[’
iy

L0

S8 PGT el VB S1U80 5L 540 10BL 162G 2150

Figure 6. Source Regions used in the ozone Transpart Analysus CAMX 2017 vzone source apportionment simulation with separate contributions due to anthropogenic
ernissions from 17 western states, EUSA, Canada, Mexico and 085,
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a0y Perver MatrodNorih Front Range 2017 Ozone Source Apportionment Modeling
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HUNTON& B DENNS YL VANLA AVENUE, NW
WASHINGTON, D.C. 200371701
FAX 202-778» 2201

NORMAN W. FICHTHORN
DIRECT DIAL: 202 « 955 « 1673
EMAIL: nfichthorm@hunton com

Submitted via email and www.regulations.gov

December 19, 2016

The Honorable Gina McCarthy

Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
William Jefferson Clinton Building

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Mail Code 1101A

Washington, DC 20460

Comments of the Utility Air Resulatory Group on the
Proposed Rule, “Approval and Disapproval and Promulgation of Air Quality
Implementation Plans; Interstyee Transport for Wyoming,”
81 Fed. Reg- 81712 (Nov. 18, 2016), EPA-R08-OAR-2016-0521

Dear Administrator McCarthy:

On November 18, 201¢; the United giaies Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™)
published a proposed rule entifled “APProva) and Disapproval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; Interstate Transport for Wyoming.” 81 Fed. Reg. 81712. EPA
proposes partial approval and partial di*pproval of a Wyoming state implementation plan
(“SIP”) submittal addressing Clean Air Ast (“CAA”) MI4strycture SIP requirements with
respect to interstate transport for the 2008 ozone national ambient air quality standard
(“NAAQS”) of 75 parts per billion." The following comments on EPA’s proposed rule are

1
’.r,}}?‘.qe comments specifically address EPA’s proposed actions with respect to Wyoming's

SIP submittal for interstate transport requirements for the 2008 ozone NAAQS under “prong
1" and “prong 2” of section 110(a)(2)(D)(i) of the CAA (i.e., the “significant contribution”
and “interference with maintenance” clauses of that provision). EPA’s proposed rule also
proposes approval of certain other Wyoming infrastructure SIP submittals and disapproval of
certain other such submittals. The fact that these comments do not specifically address
proposed actions to disapprove other SIP submittals, including EPA’s proposed disapproval
of visibility-related interstate transport SIP submittals under “prong 4” of section

{ 10(a)(2)(D)(i), should not in any way be construed as expressing or implying support for
those proposed actions.

ATLANTA AUSTIN BANGKOK BEUING BRUSSELS CHARLOTTE DALLAS HOUSTON LONDON LOS ANGELES
McLEAN MIAMI NEW YORK NORFOLK RALEIGH RICHMOND SAN FRANCISCO TOKYO WASHINGTON
www huntoa.com
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respectfully submitted on behalf of the Utility Air Regulatory Group (“UARG™).2

With respect to prongs 1 and 2, the proposed rule is based—apparently entirely—on
information from modeling analyses that EPA conducted for its Cross-State Air Pollution
Rule (CSAPR) Update rulemaking, 81 Fed. Reg. 74504 (Oct. 26, 2016). See 81 Fed. Reg. at
81714-16. In the proposed rule, EPA notes that in the CSAPR Update rulemaking, EPA

concluded that

[a]s to western states, . . . there may be geographically specific factors to
consider in evaluating interstate transport, and given the near-term 2017
implementation timeframe, the EPA focused the final CSAPR Update on
eastern states. See CSAPR Update at 81 FR 74523. Consistent with our
statements in the CSAPR Update, the EPA intends to address western states,
like Wyoming, on a case-by-case basis.

Id at 81715. Based on its CSAPR Update rulemaking information, EPA proposes to approve
the Wyoming prong 1 SIP submittal for the 2008 ozone NAAQS. EPA says that its
“modeling indicates that Wyoming does not contribute above the one percent threshold to any
nonattainment receptors.” /d. Although UARG does not believe EPA’s one-percent-of-
NAAQS contribution threshold should be determinative in this matter—i.e., UARG believes
it is not the case that a state may properly be subjected to interstate-transport emission
reduction obligations on the basis that the state contributes more than one percent of the
NAAQS to air quality at a downwind location—UARG agrees that EPA should find that
Wyoming does not contribute significantly to nonattainment of the NAAQS in any other state
and therefore should approve this element of Wyoming’s SIP submittal.

EPA proposes, however, to conclude that Wyoming’s emissions contribute, in an
amount above the one percent threshold, to ozone concentrations at one “maintenance-only”
monitor, i.e., Douglas County, Colorado, monitor ID number 80350004, in the Denver area.
Id. On this basis, EPA concludes that “the State’s emissions require further evaluation, taking
into account both air quality and cost considerations, to determine what, if any, emissions
reductions might be necessary to address the State’s emission reduction obligation pursuant to
110(a)(2)D)(iX1)” prong 2. Id.

In its proposed rule, EPA properly refrains from “determining that one percent of the
NAAQS is always an appropriate threshold for identifying interstate transport linkages for all

2 UARG is a voluntary group of electric generating companies and national trade associations.
The vast majority of electric energy in the United States is generated by individual members
of UARG or other members of UARG’s trade association members. UARG participates on
behalf of its members in CAA proceedings that affect the interests of electric generators.
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states in the West.” Id. Indeed, for reasons UARG explained in its comments on the
proposed version of the CSAPR Update rule, EPA should not use the one-percent level as a
contribution threshold in its section | 10(a)(2)(D)(1)(I) analyses—and certainly should not use
it (or any other specific threshold) as a bright-line test that results in subjecting states to
interstate-transport emission reduction obligations. See UARG Comments on Proposed
CSAPR Update Rule at 22-26 (Feb. 1, 2016), EPA-HQ-OAR-2015-0500-0253. EPA also
should not establish such obligations for states based on a mistaken interpretation of the
CAA’s provisions with respect to what EPA here calls a downwind “maintenance” receptor.
See id. at 33-37.

Although it purports not to apply mechanically a one-percent-of-NAAQS threshold in
this proceeding, EPA nonetheless faults Wyoming because, according to EPA, the state’s
“SIP submittal neither identified nor included any ozone or ozone precursor emission
reduction measures that the EPA could evaluate to determine whether the state has fully
addressed . . . transport impacts.” 81 Fed. Reg. at 81715. On this basis, EPA states that it
“cannot conclude that Wyoming’s SIP contains sufficient provisions to prohibit emissions that
will interfere with maintenance of the 2008 ozone NAAQS in the Denver, Colorado area.” Id.

It appears, however, that EPA is unreasonably refusing to allow Wyoming an adequate
opportunity to address these matters. In the present rulemaking, the Air Quality Division of
the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality submitted a letter to EPA requesting an
extension of the December 19, 2016 deadline for submission of comments because the
existing comment period “is insufficient given the technical analysis required to formulate an
adequate response to the Proposed Rule.” EPA-R08-OAR-2016-0521-0012 at | (Nov. 23,
2016) (“Wyoming Letter”). The letter noted that “[t]he Division will need to devote
significant time and energy reviewing EPA’s basis for the approval and disapproval” of the
SIP submittals and that EPA’s proposed disapproval of the prong 2 SIP submittal for the 2008
ozone NAAQS “will require significantly more analysis than other parts of the Proposed
Rule.” Noting that the SIP submittal at issue was received by EPA on February 6, 2014, see
81 Fed. Reg. at §1713—and that EPA therefore had had more than two years and nine months
to review, analyze, and act on the SIP, Wyoming said it “believes it is reasonable to allow at
least an additional ninety (90) days to review EPA’s Proposed Rule involving multiple
Wyoming State Plans” and to have “the opportunity to provide additional information in
support” of its ozone transport SIP submittal. Wyoming Letter at 1. Wyoming emphasized
that it “remains committed to working with EPA, but is concerned that EPA has not yet
worked with western states or western regional planning organizations on region-appropriate
analysis for interstate transport.” /d. (emphasis added).

UARG shares the concern expressed by Wyoming and believes the state’s request is
eminently reasonable and should be granted. EPA, however, denied Wyoming’s request in a
letter dated December 6, 2016. Without in any way disputing Wyoming’s statement that the
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state needs additional time to develop and provide relevant information—and without
disputing that, as Wyoming’s letter explained, it would be reasonable to provide that
additional time—EPA asserted that it was forced to deny any extension of the public
comment period on the grounds that attorneys for Sierra Club “will not agree” to an
extension, FPA-RO8-OAR-2016-0521-0013. Indeed, Sierra Club’s refusal to allow more
time was the only reason EPA cited for denying the state’s reasonable request.

In describing Sierra Club’s veto of any extension of the public comment period, EPA
stated:

A federal court currently has pending before it a motion to enter a partial
consent decree addressing deadlines for numerous SIP submissions
nationwide, including this one. Opposing counsel in that case [i.e., Sierra
Club’s counsel] has already granted EPA an extension of the negotiated
deadline for this SIP submission until January 17, 2017, but will not agree fo
the further extension sought by Wyoming. Accordingly, we cannot grant
your request to extend the comment period.

Id. (emphases added). It appears that the case EPA referred to is Sierra Club v. McCarthy,
Case No. 3:15-cv-04328-JD (N.D. Cal.), in which Sierra Club and EPA jointly submitted a
motion on October 15, 2016, asking the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of
California in San Francisco to enter a proposed consent decree, negotiated between Sierra
Club and EPA, that would set a deadline of January 17, 2017, for EPA to sign a notice of final
rulemaking to approve or disapprove the Wyoming SIP submittals. Sierra Club v. McCarthy,
Joint Motion To Enter Partial Consent Decree (Oct. 15, 2015) (Document 57); Sierra Club v.
McCarthy, [Proposed] Partial Consent Decree at § 1.a. (Oct. 15, 2015) (Document 57-1)
(“Proposed Consent Decree”).

It is improper for EPA to rely on this proposed consent decree to refuse to allow the
public and stakeholders, including the Department of Environmental Quality of the directly
affected state, any additional time to provide information to EPA in this rulemaking. First, the
district court’s docket in this case confirms that the proposed consent decree is only that—a
proposed decree, which the court has not entered. Equally important, EPA fails to explain
why—despite the fact that it has not disputed the need for additional time for Wyoming to
develop and submit relevant information—EPA will not either (i) take action to modify the
proposed consent decree or, in the absence of a modification of the proposed consent decree,
(ii) file a motion with the district court to modify the (still-not-binding) January 17, 2017
deadline for good cause, as the proposed consent decree expressly authorizes EPA to do, see
Proposed Consent Decree at § 5. In all events, it is improper for EPA to deny an affected
state’s opportunity to submit meaningful comments and to prepare relevant technical and
other information for EPA’s consideration—information that EPA itself charactenizes as
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appropriate for assessment of the issues at stake in the rulemaking, see 81 Fed. Reg. at
81715—on the sole basis that a single private group does “not agree.”

Particularly under these circum:$tfces, EPA should not make final its proposed
disapproval of Wyoming’s prong 2 SIP submittal for the 2008 ozone NAAQS. Instead, EPA
should make final its proposed approval of SIP submittals, including the prong 1 submittal for
the 2008 ozone NAAQS, and reopen the public comment period on the proposed SIP
disapprovals for at least 90 days to allow Wyoming and other commenters time to provide any
analyses and other information to EPA regarding the prong 2 SIP submittal and any proposed
SIP disapproval actions. Furthermore, UARG urges EPA to respond favorably to Wyoming’s
request that EPA work collaboratively with the affected western states in this important
matter. Moreover, in addressing this matter, EPA must take into account the numnerous and
important factors that affect consideration of any interstate transport issues in western states.”

UARG appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments. Please contact me if
you would like to discuss UARG’s comments.

Sincerely,

g e

Norman W. Fichthorn
Counsel to the Utility Air Regulatory Group

} See, e.g., Comments of the Western Energy Supply and Transmission Associates on the
Proposed Cross-State ! Pollution Rule Update for the 2008 Ozone NAAQS, at 2-4, EPA
Docket No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2015-0500-0360 (Feb. 1, 2016).
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Adam Clark

Air Program

Environmental Protection Agency Region 8
Mail Code 8P-AR

1595 Wynkoop St.

Denver, CO 80202

RE: Air Quality State Implementation Plans; Approvals and Promulgations; Wyoming;
Interstate Transport, Docket 1D No. EPA-RO8-0AR-2016-0521-0001

Dear Mr. Clark:

Western Energy Alliance is writing to express concern with EPA’s proposed action on the
State of Wyoming's State Implementation Plan {SIP) for ozone interstate transport. EPA's
proposed action does not align with the weight of evidence and mappropriately relies on
flawed modeling and methodologies. In addition to the comments submitted here, we
fully support and endorse the State of Wyoming's comments on this proposed action.

Western Fnergy Alliance represents over 300 companies enpaged in all aspects of
environmentally responsible exploration and production of oil and natural pas in the West.
Atliance members are independents, the majority of which are small businesses with an
average of tHifteen employees.

We believe LPA’s proposed decision to disapprove the Wyoming Department of
Environmental Quality’s (WDEQ) SIP runs contrary to long-standing agency practice of
accepting a "weight of evidence” approach to evaluating whether an areg has a
meaningiul impact on National Ambient Atr Quality Standards (NAAQS) maintenance in
downwind states. Instead of accepting WDEQ's well-reasoned approach, EPA relies on
faulty modeling results stemming from the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR) Update
for the 2008 ozone NAAQS. WDLQ raised concerns with the suitability of CSAPR miodeling
m its origmal comments, which EPA later dismissed based on insufficient supporting
evidence from WDEQ. Since WDEQ's ozone transport SIP was developed in 2014 before
the updated CSAPR modeling guidance was developed, it is inappropriate for EPA to hold
WDEQ analysis to standards that did not exist when the $IP was developed.

EPA has inappropriately put the onus on Wyoming to provide evidence to support or deny
EPa’s decisions on the suitability of CSAPR modeling. Moreover, it is unreasonable for EPA
to expect an exhaustive technical analysis of the CSAPR modeling within a 30-day

Denver, 0 80204

G Wisrarnlnargv Adhanos ara
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comment window. The burden should rest on FPA to explain its justification for reversing
long-standing poticy about the CSAPR modeling deficiencies for the West,

The modeling results EPA points to in the disapproval decision are flawed because the
CSAPR model has not been adapted to the unique concerns of western states. Primarily
developed as a tool for eastern states in the ozone transport region, the CSAPR model fails
to account for the topography, altitude, and climate of the western United States. Climate
factors characteristic of the West include stratospheric intrusions, a long and severe
wildfire season, abundant sunshine, and lack of summertime precipitation, all of which the
CSAPR model fails to adequately consider. in the decision, EPA has provided no
explanation or evidence for why it has determined modeling results need not account for
these considerations. Additionally, EPA has failed to provide sufficient evidence that it
reviewed and considered state exceptional events packages that may provide mitigating
circumstances for NAAQS violations based on events such as wildfires or stratospheric
intrusions of ozone. it 1s also unclear whether EPA has accounted for background ozone in
CSAPR modeling and technical analysis. Background ozone in the western United State can
contribute as much as 60 parts per billion {ppb) or more, which is critically important tor
NAAQS attainment and maintenance!

instead, EPA points to supposed shortcomings in WDEQ's analysis, including failure to
contemplate contributions from other nonattainment areas in Utah and Colorado. As EPA
is likely aware, the designated nonattainment area along Utah's Wasatch Front is 46 miles
southwest of the westernmost corner of Wyoming, and i5 separated by the prominent
Wasatch mountain range, which rise nearly 8,000 feet above the valley floor. The
prevailing wind direction o Salt Lake City year-round is south or southeast, meaning it is
highly unlikely that Wyoming is meaningfully contributing to impaired air quality in the
Wasatch Front nonattainment area. Furthermore, Utah's impaired air quality is often
associated with atmospheric inversions within the Salt Lake valley that coincide with calm
winds that trap pollutants within the valley. WOLQ has made an entirely justifiable
assumption that the weight of evidence does not warrant any further evaluation of its
contributions ta Wasatch Front PM 2.5 or ozone exceedances. H FPA doubts the validity of
WDEQ assessment on impacts in Utah, it should provide a well-reasoned explanation,
which it has not done in this proposed action.

EPA’s decision appears to point to other out-of-state regions that have recorded NAAQGS
violations but may not have been formally designated yet. One such area is likely Utah's
Uinta Basin, which is undergoing the nonattainment designation process. However, ozone
exceedances in the Uinta Basin, as has been documented through extensive scientific
study, are associated with light winds, atmospheric inversions, and local snow cover.? The
Uinta Mountains to the narth provide a physical barrier that helps form the inversion

UEstimating North ArlEIERLBeckground Crone in .5, Surfeb LMY Two independent Ginkal
Models: Variability, Uncertamties, ond MWEQHIUIENGLEL h¢ Fiore et al. December 26, 2013

LRSI hort 2014 Uinta Basin Qzone Study. i stoeckenius et al February 2015

WESTERN ENERCY ALLIANCE
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conditions that produce ozone. As scientists have thoroughly demonstrated, the nzone
exceedances are concentrated below 6,000 feet in elevation. After three years of study,
scientists did not find ozone transport from Wyoming playing an infiuencing factor in the
Uinta Basin. it appears that LPA may be expecting WDLQ to prove a negative by studying
its impact on neighboring states.

Simnilarly, Colorado’s ozone nonattainment challenges are affected by the northern Front
Range’s climate, geography, and local emissions sources. Wyoming's assessment that the
year-round westerly prevailing wind direction makes it reasonable to infer that Cheyenne,
a city located 100 miles north-northeast of Denver, is unlikely to be a driving factor behind
ozone levels in the Denver Metro/North Front Range Ozone Nonattainment Area. By
calling for further study based on its own flawed and incomplete modeling and analysis,
EPA is putting an unreasonable burden on WDEQL Prior to imposing any such burden, EPA
should support that its own justifications based on CSAPR modeling and subsequent
analysis meet the same high analytical standard it is requiring of the states.

We encourage EPA to accept the State of Wyoming's ozone transport SIP as proposed,
which is based on a well-reasoned approach that relies on the weight of evidence. We are

available to discuss this matter further with EPA.

Sincerely,

Kathleen M. Sgamma
President

WESTERN ENERGY ALLIANCE

ED_001512_00010139-00037



EPA-HQ-2017-010177 Production Set #4
- BASIN ELECTRIC
POWER COOPERATIVE
i A Toachstone boep. Coopeatig Q :

December 19, 2016

Submitted electronically via: hitp://www . requiations.gov

Docket ID: EPA-ROB-OAR-2016-0521

Administrator Gina McCarthy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
William Jefferson Clinton Building
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20460

Re:  Comment Submittal on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Approval and
Disapproval and Promulgation of Air Quality implementation Plans; Interstate Transport
for Wyoming” (November 18, 2016)

Dear Administrator McCarthy:

Basin Electric Power Cooperative (Basin Electric) appreciates this opportunity to submit
comments on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) proposed Approval and
Disapproval and Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Interstate Transport for
Wyoming published in the November 18, 2016 Federal Register.

Basin Electric is a regional, consumer-owned, generation and transmission cooperative formed
in 1961 to supply supplemental power to a consortium of rural electric distribution cooperatives.
Basin Electric supplies 137 rural electric member cooperative systems with wholesale electric
power who in turn serve approximately 2.9 million consumers in a nine-state area.

Basin Eleciric’s core business is generating and delivering electricity to wholesale customers,
primarily our member systems. At the end-of-year 2015, Basin Electric's generation portfolio
consisted of 5,594 megawalts (MW) of wholesale electric generating capacity, located in four
western states. Four coal-fired electric generating stations comprise the largest proportion
(56.4%) of Basin Electric's generation portfolio. The remainder of Basin Electric’s generation
fleet consists of natural gas (18.4%), wind (14.5%), hydroelectric (5.6%), oil (3.2%) nuclear
(1.1%) and recovered energy (0.8%) generation facilities. Basin Electric has additional natural
gas genef@lion projects that will be commercially available by the end of 2016 that will bring an
additional 202 MW of generation capacity.

Basin Electric submits these comments electronically to docket 1D EPA-R08-0AR-2016-0521
as noticed in the federal register at 81 Fed. Reg. 81712 (November 18, 2016}, per the
instructions in EPA’s proposed action.

EPA’s proposed action involves portions of six submissions from the State of Wyoming that are
intended to demonstrate that Wyoming's State Implementation Plan (SIP) meets certain
interstate transport requirements of the Clean Air Act (Act or CAA). Basin Electric’'s comments
are limited to only to the “certification of Wyoming's infrastructure SIP for the 2008 ozone
NAAQS" that Wyoming DEQ submitted to EPA on February 6, 2014, and EPA’s proposed
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decision to “disapprove the prong 2 portion of the February 6, 2014, 2008 ozone NAAQS
infrastructure submittal.™

EPA’s disapproval of the prong 2 portion of the February 6, 2014, 2008 ozone NAAQS
infrastructure submittal is premature and inappropriate for the reasons discussed in the
comments below.

Instead of “disapprov(ing] the prong 2 portion of [Wyoming's] February 6, 2014, 2008 ozone
NAAQS infrastructure submittal,"”? EPA and Wyoming should agree to allow Wyoming to
re-submit the prong 2 portion of Wyoming's February 6, 2014, 2008 ozone NAAQS
infrastructure submittal after the following have occurred:

s The resolution of the litigation involving the appeal of EPA’s federal implementation
plan (FIP) for Wyoming for Regional Haze involving nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions
from BART-eligible sources® and “reasonable progress” sources;*

e Wyoming is given a reasonable opportunity to evaluate the factors and analysis set
forth at 81 Fed. Reg. at 81713-14, much of which was either unavailable or legally
unclear at the time Wyoming submitted its “certification of Wyoming’s infrastructure
SIP for the 2008 ozone NAAQS”™ to EPA on February 6, 2014;

«  Wyoming is given an opportunity to evaluate the appropriateness of using the
CSAPR model as a screening tool to determine the impacts of interstate transport of
NOx and whether those emissions “significantly contribute to nonattainment of the
NAAQS" ozone levels in Colorado and other neighboring States.

1.0 Statement of Basin Electric’s interest In this action by EPA.

Basin Electric is a not-for-profit wholesale electric power supply cooperative that generates
power from a diverse mix of fuel sources, including coal, natural gas, oil, and wind. Basin
Electric is one of a group of six regional, consumer-owned public power energy organizations,
known as the Missouri Basin Power Project. The Missouri Basin Power Project built and owns
the Laramie River Station (LRS) located near Wheatland, Wyoming. Basin Electric has a 42.27
percent ownership interest in LRS, which consists of three 570 MW net coal-fired electricity
units. LRS began “early action” compliance with Wyoming's SIP for Regional Haze by installing
over-fire air to reduce NOx emissions from LRS Unit 1 in 2009, LRS Unit 2 in 2010, and LRS
Unit 3 in 2011, and by installing new state-of-the-art low-NOx burners on LRS Unit 1in 2012,
LRS Unit 2 in 2013, and LRS Unit 3 in 2014.5

On January 30, 2014, EPA disapproved the NOx portion of the Regional Haze SIP that
Wyoming had submitted to EPA on January 12, 2011, and substituted its own FIP requiring
additional BART controls for NOx on all three LRS Units beyond what Wyoming's BART NOx

' 81 Fed. Reg, at 81716.

* 81 Fed. Reg. at 81716.

3S“BART” refers to “best available retrofit technology” as defined by the factors listed in CAA § 169A(g)(2), 42
U.S.C. § 7491(g)(2), and BART-eligible sources are the sources that are required to install BART at CAA §
169A(b)(2)(A), 42 U.S.C. § 749 1(b)(2)(A).

4 The term “reasonable progress” is defined by the factors listed in CAA § 169A(g)(1),42 U.S.C. § 7491(g)(1).

* LRS had previously installed an earlier version of low-NOx burners well over a decade before the Regional Haze
requirements applied, which also resulted in a significant reduction of NOx emissions at that time.
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SIP had required.® Similar additional NOx controls were required under the FIP for many other
Wyoming sources. The FIP was appealed by LRS and other Wyoming utilities to the 10" Circuit
Court of Appeals shortly thereafter. During the appeal, LRS and EPA continue to negotiate in
good faith a “better-than-BART" alternative that is more cost effective than EPA’s NOx FIP of
LRS. That process has involved additional modeling and other issues that are still in the process
of being resolved.

On February 6, 2014, six days after EPA issued the NOx FIP at 79 Fed. Reg. 5032 (January 30,
2014), Wyoming submitted the “certification of Wyoming's infrastructure SIP for the 2008 ozone
NAAQS” that is the subject of this proposed action by EPA.

2.0 Reasons in Support of why EPA and Wyoming should agree to aliow Wyoming to re-
submit the prong 2 portion of Wyoming's February 6, 2014, 2008 ozone NAAQS
infrastructure submittal before proceeding with this action.

2.1 NOx reductions for the Regional Haze Program in Wyoming are still being negotiated.

EPA states at 81 Fed. Reg. at 81714 that "WDEQ'’s submission does not provide any technical
analysis demonstrating that the SIP containg adequate provisions prohibiting emissions that will
interfere with maintenance of the 2008 ozone NAAQS in any other state (prong 2).” This is
unfair after-the-fact reasoning.

At the time of Wyoming’s 2008 ozone NAAQS infrastructure submittal on February 6, 2014,
EPA's FIP had just been released 6 days before. The relevant NOx reductions were still in the
process of being implemented under the early-action installation of NOx controls that LRS and
other utilities had agreed to as part of Wyoming's Regional Haze NOx SIP. Those additional
NOx FIP reductions are still under appeal before the 10" Circuit Court of Appeals, some of
which are subject to confidential settlement nedotiations between LRS and EPA.

Therefore, from February 2014 to now, doing a “technical analysis demonstrating that the SIP
contains adequate provisions prohibiting emissions that will interfere with maintenance of the
2008 ozone NAAQS in any othor state (prong 2)” makes no sense until the NOx emissions are
more certain based on the oultOme of the anticipated potential settlement for LRS and the
resolution of the other parts of the appeal to the 10" Circuit Court of Appeals.

Thus, Basin Electric suggests that EPA and Wyoming enter into an agreement to allow
Wyoming to re-€xamine and ré-Submit the prong 2 portion of Wyoming's February 6, 2014,
2008 ozone NAAQS infrastructure submittal after the resolution of the appeal of EPA’s FIP,
including any settlements.”

& «“Approval, Disapproval and Promulgation of Implementation Plans; State of Wyoming; Regional Haze State
Implementation Plan; Federal Implementation Plan for Regional Haze,” 79 Fed. Reg. 5032 (January 30, 2014).
? The term “reasonable progress” is defined by the factors listed in CAA § 169A(g) 1Y, 42 U.S.C. § 7490)(1).
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2.2 Wyoming should be given a fair opportunity to evaluate EPA’'s CSAPR Update
Modeling.

Wyoming should be given an opportunity to review the recently-finalized CSAPR Update
modeling EPA uses to project more than a 1% Impact at receptors in Douglas County, Colorado
to determine whether it is an accurate and appropriate tool to use in Wyoming or the west.

On February 1, 2016, West Associates submitted public comment in the CSAPR Update for the
2008 Ozone NAAQS providing several concemns about the use of the CSAPR modeling for
Western states. Basin Electric supports these concemns and has attached a copy of the West
Associates letter for your review.

EPA's proposed disapproval of Wyoming's prong 2 provisions for ozone is based on the CSAPR
update modeling that was released as a final rule on October 26, 2016. Wyoming has had little
to no opportunity to assess the factors of this analysis, or understand their application in
Wyoming. See “Cross-State Air Pollution Rule Update for the 2008 Ozone NAAQS,” 81 Fed.
Reg. 74504 (October 26, 2016). As EPA appropriately notes in this proposed rulemaking® and
in the CSAPR Update rule,? the CSAPR modeling is conducted specifically for Eastern, not
Western States. Also, in this proposed action, EPA notes that there are different factors
affecting modeling and modeling results that should be considered in the Western States, some
of which are “geographically specific,” '° such as broad expanses of public land, high altitude
seftings, international transport and elevated background ozone concentrations that can
comprise a significant portion of ambient concentrations, especially on high ozone days in the
Western United States.

It is unreasonable to disapprove the prong 2 provisions for the Wyoming interstate transport
ozone SIP submitted nearly three years ago based on a recently finalized modeling analysis,
without considering the circumstances or providing Wyoming an opportunity analyze the
information and supplement the administrative record.

2.3 Wyoming should be given an opportunity to evaluate the appropriateness of using
the CSAPR model as a screening tool to determine the impacts of interstate transport of
NOx and whether those emissions “significantly contribute to nonattainment of the
NAAQS" ozone levels in Colorado and other neighboring States before the disapproval is
issued.

EPA recognizes in this proposed action that differences exist between Eastern and Western
States where it says at 81 Fed. Reg. at 81715:

As to western states, the EPA noted in the CSAPR Update that there may be
geographically specific factors to consider in evaluating interstate transport, and given
the near-term 2017 implementation timeframe, the EPA focused the final CSAPR
Update on eastern states. See CSAPR Update at 81 FR 74523. Consistent with our
statements in the CSAPR Update, the EPA intends to address western states, like
Wyoming, on a case-by-case basis.

$ 81 Fed. Reg. at 81715,
981 Fed. Reg. at 74523,
198 Fed. Reg. at 81715.
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The EPA’s air quality modeling as updated for the final CSAPR Update projects that for
the Waestern U.S. (outside of California), there are no nonattainment receptors and only
three maintenance receptors located in the Denver, Colorado area. Wyoming emissions
are projected to contribute above one percent of the NAAQS at one of these receptors
(the “Douglas County maintenance receptor”; see Table 1, below). The modeling also
shows that multiple upwind states would collectively contribute 1o the projected Douglas
County maintenance receptor in Colorado. The EPA found that the contribution to ozone
concentrations from all states upwind of the Douglas County maintenance receptor in
Colorado is about 9.7 percent. [Footnote 8] Thus, the collective contribution of emissions
from upwind states represents a large portion of the ozone concentrations at the
projected Douglas County maintenance receptor in Colorado.

According to the CSAPR Update modeling, in addition to Colorado, 18 other “"upwind” States
contribute to the ozone levels at the Douglas County ambient air maintenance monitor. And by
far (approximately half) of the ozone measured at the monitor is from the “Initial & Boundary” -
also referred to as "background” — ozone levels. The contribution in parts per billion {ppb), from
largest to smallest, from each identified contributor according to the modeling is: initial &
Boundary a/k/a background — 36.59; Colorado ~ 26.10; Biological — 4.35; Utah ~ 1.63; California
- 1.18; Wyoming — 1.18; Fires - .56; Nebraska - .53; lowa - .51; Nevada - .50; Arizona - .39;
Canada & Mexico - .33; Texas - .32; idaho - .24, Tribal - .23, Oklahoma - .14; New Mexico - .13;
Oregon - .12; Offshore - .07; South Dakota - .05, North Dakota - .05; Washington - .04; Montana
-.03; Missouri - .01; and Louisiana - .01.

EPA recently proposed to approve Nevada's SIP based on facts nearly identical facts to this
proposed action. See 81 Fed. Reg. 87857, 87859 (December 6, 2016).

Either the Wyoming ozone transport SiP should be approved as it is proposed {o be for Nevada,
or EPA should allow Wyoming to re-examine and re-submit the prong 2 portion of Wyoming's
February 6, 2014, 2008 ozone NAAQS infrastructure submittal before moving forward with this
proposed action.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. If you have any questions or require
additional information, please contact Mark Foss or Mike Paul at (701) 223-0441.

Sincereiy,/ P -
x‘/v’ ~ N
o /f””‘ } x‘{

ST /,f o
f}l 5 g / x,,% ?l /\\iii}""w M‘/
Mark D. Foss
Senior Vice President & General Counsel
mdi/ds
enclosure
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ASSOCIATES

February 1, 2016

Submitted to Federal eRulemaking Portal - http://www regulations gov Docket
ID No. EPA-HQ-0AR-2015-0500

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

EPA Docket Center

Mail Code 28221T

Attention: Docket 1D No. EPA-HQ-0AR-2015~0500,
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW.

Washington, DC 20460

Re: Cross-State Air Pollution Rule Update for the 2008 Ozone NAAQS
To Whom It Concerns:

Western Energy Supply and Transmission Associates (WEST) appreciates this
opportunity to comment on the United States Environmental Protection Agency's
(EPA) proposed Cross-State Air Poliution Rule (CSAPR) Update for the 2008 Ozone
NAAQS. WEST is a coalition of 11 cooperative. public and investor owned electric
utilities! operating +0% of the fossil fueled generating capacity and producing 30%
of the electricity in 11 western states, serving over 214,000 GWHs to almost

8.6 million customers.

The proposed rule requires 23 states in the eastern U.S. to reduce interstate
emission transport that significantly contributes to nonattainment, or interferes
with maintenance, of the 2008 ozone NAAQS by reducing their ozone season electric
generating unit (EGU) NOX emissions in 2017 and tuture years. The EPA is
proposing to update CSAPR to address interstate emission transport with respect to
the 2008 ozone NAAQS of certain states’ ozone-season nitrogen oxide (NOx)
emissions budgets estabiished by CSAPR. This proposal also updates the status of
certain states outstanding interstate ozone transport obligations with respect to the
1997 ozone NAAQS, for which CSAPR provided a partial remedy.*

This proposal does potapplyto 11 cont;guous states in the-'western U.S. However, EPA
requests comment on whether it should In framing the issue, EPA states the following:

* WEST members include Arizona Electric Power Cooperative. Arizena Public Service, Basin Electnic Power
280 Fed. Reg 75706 (December 3, 2015)
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“CSAPR and previous federal transport rules, such as the NOX SIP Call and the Clean
Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) .. addressed collective contributions of ozone pollution from
states in the eastern US These rules did not address contributions in the 11 western
contiguous United States. There may be additional criteria to evaluate regarding

coll «ctive contrib::i-.on of transported air pollution in the West, such as those raised in
EPA-state meetings to discuss approaches for determining how emissions in upwind
states impact air quality in downwind states. Given that the near-term 2017
implementation timeframe constrains the opportunity to conduct evaluations of
additional criteria. the EPA proposes to focus this rulemaking on eastern states. This
focus would not relieve western states of obligations to address interstate transport
under the Act. The EPA and western states, working together, would continue to
evaluate interstate transport on a case-by-case basis. While the EPA proposes to focus
this rulemaking on eastern states, we seek comment on whether to include western
states in this rule.””

EPA expands on this later in the proposal stating, “The EPA would also continue to engage
with western states on air quality modeling analyses and the implications of those analyses
for interstate transport.”

WEST agrees with EPA that the western states should not be included in this rule, but
that EPA and western states should continue working together to evaluate the complex
nature of interstate transport in the West and to address concerns on a case-by-case basis
where they exist. There are several reasons for our position-

First, notwithstanding EPA’s assertion that its air qual:ty modeling supporting this
proposed rule includes data for the western states th.t indicate a relationship between
upwind sources and downw:r.d receptors, WEST bel:cves this data is incomplete and
otherwise insufficient for purposes of supporting the inclusion of western states in this
rulemaking.

Second. historically, ozone nonattainment strategies have been tocused on solving urban
ozone exceedances that can be influenced by several loca: ractors and transported air
pollution from EGUs in neizhboring states. Some western states have been addressing
these kinds of chalienge ior several years. Yet, overall, ozone in western states does not
present the persistznt regional challe”8® with exceedances as 17 does in the east, and ozone
presents different technical challenges. The Western States A1 Resources Counct]
(WESTAR) has commented on the challenges facing western states.

"There ar. +ignificant uncertainties about the origin. magnitude. frequency. duration
and geouraphic distribution of ozone in the west. Transpo:ted background ozone or
the preciizsor pollutants that cause ozone may originate .nanother state. in Mexico,
Canada, or ‘sia |- mav be transported down from the stratophere. It may be the

ibid ar 75708 75700
Cibid at V5715 - 75716
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product of wildfires. Characterizing multiple natural events (wildfire, stratospheric
intrusions). occurring with varying intensities, and sometimes overlapping over space
and time will require resources beyond the states” limited means. Implementing o
more stringent ozone standard in the west will require a much better understanding of
the role of background and transported ozone ... 'S

Therefore. WEST agrees with EPA that western transport is complicated by a number of
tactors and that “there may be additional criteria to evaluate regarding transported air
poilution in the West.”

Third, an approach that relies on a collective, regional contribution from EGUs will not
address the varied and complex circumstances affecting western ozone exceedances.
Furthermore, as fllustrated in Figure 1 below, NOx emissions from power plant sources in
the Western Interconnect have declined continuously and significantly since 2000, and are
likely to further decline as regional haze and Clean Power Plan strategies are implemented.

Figure 1. ¢
Western Interconnect Fassil Fuel Power Plant Emissions
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As WESTAR has observed,

5 Letter from Western States Air Resﬂurces {WESTAR) Council to EPA {Docker 1D No. OAR-H{(-0AR-2008
{$#699}. March 16, 2015, atp. 4

* presentation by Tom Moare, "Western Regional Technical Anal ysm for Ozone Standard Planning, WESTAR”
San Francisco (Aprid 9, 2015) at slide 4
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‘Making the right choices about huw to 1improve i qualtty in ozone nonatta nment area:
will depend on how well we understand the science, and sur understanding of the scienc?
needs to improve. Given the absence of industrial development in numerou - areas of the
inte-mountain west nonattainment area controls simply will not work to a. hicve
attainment Neither will interstate contribution reductions be sufficient 'n many areas to
reduce o -one to le.els below the proposed standurd,”

Finally, western regulators have ident :ed several needs for improvements in modeling
and analys:s that will be required to address the varied and complex challenges facing
western states with respect to urban and rural ozone exceedances, including but not
limited to 8.
Ozone NAAQS planning-requires photochemical modeling for State
Implementation Plan (SIP) attainment demonstrations for nonattainment areas.
Ozone transport SIPs -photochemical source apportionment modeitg ca: be
used to quantify US. Ozone transport between states and jurisdictions.
Identification of Ozone exceptional events caused by stratospheric intrusion and
wildiires -requires observations & data analysis, supplemented with
global/regional scale photochemicai modeis and regression models.
‘dent:fication of mmternational transport or Ozone for §179B demonstrations:
requires nested global and regional scale photochemical modeling to evaluate
intornational transport of Ozone.
Identification of §182 Rural Tran:port Areas -combination of data an i-vsis and
photochemical modeling.

Regional modeling or U.S. sources for air quality planning, 1o dentify sources aiid assess
controls for contributing sources, will be needed within the West.

WEST appreciates the fact that states remain obligaied under the Clean Air Act to address
interstate transport in their SiPs. However, WEST does not believe imposing a new
regulatory framework in the west that was developed to address realities prevalent in the
east 15 appropriate. Recent evidence strongly suggests that diverse on- and offshore
contributors cause interstate transport in the west. |1 strategies are genuinely needed to
address maintenance and limited nonattainment concerns due o interstate transport in
the western states, these wil! need to be based on improved modeling and analysis.

Therefore, we urge EPA to defer inclusion ot western states in this proposal, and to
continus working with western states in developing improved analytical tools so that
approprate strategies can be developed for our unigue circumstances.

WESTAR tt - toTAutp <
Mo Pesntaton o e Y
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Thank you for your consideration of WEST's comments on this matter. If you have any
questions, please contact me at 701-557-5652 or by email at

Sincerely

/s

Lytle Witham
President of the Board
WEST Associates
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